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Constant Communications Company of Nevada, Inc., the

licensee of Station KQLO(AM) , Reno, Nevada ("KQLO"), by its

attorneys and pursuant to Section 73.3584 of the Commission's

rules, hereby submits its Reply to the "Response to Petition to

Deny" filed by AMERICOM, a California Limited Partnership,

licensee of Station KHTX(AM) (formerly KTRT(AM)), Truckee,

California in the above-referenced proceeding.~1

I . Background

1. In the above-referenced application, KHTX is proposing

a major modification of its facilities by changing its city of

~/ KQLO requested additional time to file this reply in order
to secure documents from the Nevada County Planning Depart
ment, copies of which are attached.
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license from Truckee, California, a community with a 1980

population of 1,392 to Sparks, Nevada, a community with a 1980

population of 35,300. In its Petition to Deny the KHTX major

change application, KQLO showed that KHTX has failed to satisfac

torily establish that a transmitter site is not available in or

around Truckee, California. Furthermore, KQLO demonstrated that

KHTX's proposal to remove Truckee, California's only radio

service to Nevada raised serious Section 307(b) concerns requir

ing an evidentiary hearing.

II. KHTX Has Failed To Establish That Land
For A Transmitter Site Is Not Available
In The Truckee, California Area

2. With its Petition to Deny, KQLO submitted a letter from

the owner of a real estate company, dated March 25, 1988, stating

that he had researched the Truckee area for a site location on

which to put radio transmitting towers and that there were sites

available for purchase and/or lease that would accommodate size,

zoning and location. While KHTX attacks the competence of KQLO's

documentation, it is significant that the Commission's files do

not reflect any authoritative documentation from KHTX as to the

lack of available sites in the Truckee, California area.

3. On November 7, 1986, the Chief of the Audio Services

Division issued a letter to KHTX denying its petition for

reconsideration of the staff's action of March 19, 1986. The

March 19, 1986 action had denied KHTX's request for waiver of

Section 73.24(j) of the rules and dismissed KHTX's application to

relocate its transmitter site (BMP-850130AD) which was dependent
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upon grant of the requested waiver. Copies of the November 7,

1986 and March 19, 1986 rulings are attached hereto as Exhibits A

and B, respectively.

4. In the March 19, 1986 letter, the Commission's staff

advised KHTX:

It is your position in seeking waiver of
Section 73.24(j) that no site offering
coverage more comprehensive than that
produced from your proposed site is avail
able. However, you fail to introduce any
documentation to support this contention.

(Exhibit B, Emphasis supplied.) In denying the petition for

reconsideration filed by KHTX, the staff again found that KHTX

had failed to demonstrate that no other site is available (see

Exhibit A). The staff's November 7, 1986 letter advised KHTX:

... you describe what you contend are the only
three sites in the Truckee region which are
zoned for radio towers and discuss the
problems you have encountered with each:
Site 1, the original site from which KHTX was
evicted; Site 2, the present site which
necessitates a waiver of Section 73.24(j), as
the proposed nighttime interference-free
contour would provide no coverage (0 percent)
to Truckee; and Site 3, one for which KHTX
has a construction permit but no local
permission to build.

You argue that the Commission should recon
sider its dismissal of your construction
permit for Site 2 and grant a waiver of
73.24(j), as no other site is available.
However, you also state that KHTX is seeking
to reopen the question of the validity of the
building permit for Site 3, and that the
planning board may be persuaded to overrule
the homeowner's objections to your building
on the site.

(Exhibit A.)
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5. Other than self-serving representations by a principal

of KHTX and its attorney, the Commission's files do not reflect

any documentation that there are DQ other available sites in the

Truckee area. KHTX has repeatedly suggested in correspondence to

the Commission that "[t]he Lake Tahoe Basin is the most heavily

regulated area in the nation from an environmental and land use

planning point of view" (see KHTX Petition for Reconsideration

filed April 21, 1986), but KHTX has not even shown that Truckee,

which is approximately 12 miles northwest of Lake Tahoe, is

encompassed in the area that is allegedly heavily regulated.

Indeed, the records of the Nevada County Planning Department

attached hereto as Exhibits C and D reflect that the planning

authorities desire very much to accommodate KHTX since it is the

only radio station serving Truckee.Z/

6. Furthermore, KHTX has failed to document the unavail-

ability of Site 3. Indeed, KHTX voluntarily abandoned Site 3.

Although KHTX was granted a construction permit for Site 3

(BP-831020AA) by the FCC, it contended that it could not obtain

final zoning approval for the site. However, the records of the

Nevada County Planning Department (see Exhibit C) reflect that

KHTX did obtain a building permit for a 200-foot tower at Site 3

in 1983. In 1984, KHTX applied for a modified building permit to

£/ In 1983 it was City News Service of Los Angeles, Inc. which
filed the applications with the Nevada County Authorities.
City News at that time was the majority owner of The
December Group, licensee of KHTX (then KTRT). The Chairman,
President and 70% owner of City News was A. Thomas Quinn.
A. Thomas Quinn is now a one-third General Partner of the
licensee, AMERICOM, a California Limited Partnership.
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go to 400 feet and then promptly abandoned its application for

400 feet and let its 200 foot permit expire.~1 The 1984 records

of the Nevada County Planning Department, included as Exhibit 0,

plainly show KHTX's abandonment of its proposal.

7. KHTX's representations to the FCC with regard to Site 3

have been less than candid. In its April 21, 1986 Petition for

Reconsideration, KHTX claimed that it had "no valid permission to

build [on] Site 3." (pet., p. 4), and "KHTX was led to believe

it would not get the building permit it sought." (p.5.) It

appears that KHTX never advised the FCC that it had obtained a

building permit for 200 feet, sought local approval to double its

tower height, voluntarily abandoned its application for 400 feet,

and let its 200 foot permit lapse.~1 Nevertheless, KHTX's

Petition for Reconsideration went on to represent: "KHTX may be

able to get the planning board to 'overrule' the homeowners

objections to Site 3 and thus get approval for a site meeting all

the FCC's rules. KHTX will request an STA while it diligently

prosecutes this avenue." (Pet., p.5.)

8. There is no evidence that KHTX ever fulfilled its

promises. Instead, KHTX embarked on a campaign to change its city

of license based on its still undocumented claim that there were

~I KHTX's original site was in Placer County. It has also
failed to show the unavailability of other sites in that
county.

~I Per Section 73.189(b) and Figure 7 of Section 73.190, an
antenna height of only 150 feet would be acceptable for
operation on 1400 KHz. KHTX's desire to more than double
the minimum acceptable antenna height has had an obviously
limiting effect on its choice of antenna sites.
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no available sites in Truckee. The November 7, 1986 staff letter

had, in passing, informed KHTX that, in addition to not having

demonstrated that no other site was available in Truckee, it had

not addressed other possible alternatives such as changing

community of license. KHTX apparently grabbed on to this

suggestion as Commission sanction for changing its community of

license. Thus, in a letter to the Commission, dated December 5,

1986, KHTX claimed to be investigating four solutions to its

problem and characterized the specification of an alternate

community of license as number two on its list. In contrast, the

feasibility of using Site 3 was relegated to number four on the

list and KHTX indicated that "due to the extent and nature of

local opposition to that site, it has now all but abandoned any

hopes of getting that site." See Exhibit E hereto.

9. Significantly, there is a valid outstanding lease for

Site 3 which was executed in July 1983 and does not expire until

July 20, 2008. No limitation on antenna height is specified in

the lease, and there is no indication that the yearly lease

payment of $900 is in arrears. A copy of the lease is included

in Exhibit C.

10. Thus, KHTX has failed to demonstrate that Site 3 is not

available. Indeed, there is every indication that the site is

available. Furthermore, KHTX has never supplied adequate
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documentation that there are no other available and technically

feasible sites in or around Truckee.~/

III. KHTX's Proposal To Change Its Community
Of License Is Inconsistent With Section
307(b) Of The Communications Act of
1934, As Amended

11. In its Petition to Deny, KQLO demonstrated that KHTX's

~ proposal to change its community of license from Truckee,

California to Sparks, Nevada raises serious concerns under

Section 307(b) of the Communications Act. Sparks, Nevada is

approximately 30-40 miles away from Truckee. While the staff

letter of November 7, 1986 mentioned, in passing, that KHTX might

look at changing its city of license, the staff never suggested

that a wholesale removal of the frequency from the area would be

approved. There are numerous communities around Truckee which

could have been considered by KHTX but apparently were not.

12. In any event, the important point is that KHTX totally

failed to demonstrate the nonavailability of sites in the Truckee

area. (See the staff letter of November 7, 1986, Ex. B.) KHTX

argues, in response to KQLO's Petition to Deny, that "[a]bsent

reliable evidence that there are alternate sites from which

coverage of Truckee can be obtained ... there is no real S307(b)

~/ Indeed, the December 5, 1986 letter specifically mentions as
alternative two locating the KHTX tower in an "industrial"
zoned area of Truckee. While the letter states that a radio
tower is not a permissible use in an "industrial" area, KHTX
recited its optimism about obtaining a variance. As KHTX
had been able to have a radio tower added as a permissible
use for a "Forest Recreation" zoned area (see Exhibit C),
KHTX's optimism seems well founded.
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issue." This argument stands the necessary showing on its head.

It is KHTX which must demonstrate the unavailability of other

sites, and it has never submitted proper documentation establish-

ing that fact.

13. Furthermore, KHTX's application proposing a change in

community of license fails to address cogent Section 307(b)

concerns. Under Commission precedent, KHTX is obligated to

provide information about the need for reception and transmission

services in the respective communities. See Kent-Ravenna

Broadcasting Co., 22 RR 2d 605, 611 (1961) and Letter to Robert

B. Jacobi, Esq. in re Mount Wilson FM Broadcasters, Inc., a copy

of which is attached as Exhibit F. The staff's letter to Mount

Wilson concerned Mount Wilson's application to change the

community of license of Station KULA(AM) from Maunawili, Hawaii

to Honolulu, Hawaii. Like KHTX in Truckee, KULA is the only

radio station authorized to the community of Maunawili, while

Honolulu, like Sparks, Nevada, has numerous radio stations

authorized to it. The staff found that KULA's proposal on its

face was inconsistent with Section 307(b) and required KULA to

provide a written Section 307(b) showing. KHTX has made no such

showing.~/

~/ If and when KHTX submits such a showing, KQLO reserves the
right to file a response.



-9-

IV. Conclusion

In sum, KHTX/s proposal to change its community of license

cannot be granted. On its face, the application contains

inadequate documentation and raises serious Section 307(b)

issues. Consequently, the application must be denied or desig

nated for an evidentiary hearing on appropriate issues.

Respectfully submitted,

CONSTANT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
OF NEVADA, INC.

By (~"£'''&!Q~
C>~:S15hIl\eltzer

John Joseph McVeigh

Its Attorneys

Fisher, Wayland, Cooper
& Leader

1255 23rd Street, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20037
(202) 659-3494

Dated: May 31, 1988
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC. 2055.

November 7, 1986

IN " ..~ ... y "Lft;IlI TO.

8910-JS

Americom, A California LimitedPartnerahip
6255 Sunset Boulevard
Suite 1901
Los Angeles, California 90028

In re: AIlerico., A California Liaited Partnership
.---.,/ un, Truckee, California

Pile Ro. BMP-860421AB

'~ t>
~.

Dear Sirs: ,-

This it in reference to your petition for reconsideration of our action of
March 19, 1986, denying



/

e,

Americolft. A California Limited Partnership

so fundamental a deviation from our basic licensing requirements.
Furthermore. al the Coa.ia, ion does not preempt local building regulations.
your request for Iuch relief canllot be entertained.

In view of tbe above. your pe~ition for reconlideration is hereby denied •

.~-
Larry D. Eads. Chief
Audio Services Divilion
Mass Media Bureau

cc:
Roger J. Metzler. Jr.

- 2 -
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

}1arch 19, 1986

IN REPLY REFER TO:

8910-8S
December Group
Rad io Station ICHTX
304 South Broadway
Suite 520
Lo sAng e Ie s, Ca lifornia 90013

Dear Sirs:

In re: ICHTX, Truckee. CA
BMP-850130AD

.. ~. .,

, l
L.

..... - - .-

This is in reference to your application to relocate transmitter site .'
(BMP-850130AD) filed on January 30, 1985. The proposal specifies a
transmitter site a distance of 3.9 kilometers from the presently licensed
location and 13.4 kilometers from the site approved in construction permit
BP-83l020AA. Included with the original filing is a request for waiver
of Sections 73.3517-73.3520 of the FCC Rules and an associated filing on
August 29. 1985 contained a request for waiver of the nighttime coverage
rules (Section 73.24(j».

Station KHTX has been operating under Special Temporary Authority (STA)
for several months from the site requested in BMP-850130AD. This is the
result of being evicted from your licensed site and your subsequent
inability to procure access to the site granted in Permit BP-831020AA.

We have considered your requests for waiver of the aforementioned FCC
Ru 1e s. Fir s t, a sit per t a in s to Sec t io n s 73. 3517 - 73 .3520, the rea p pea r s
to be no substantive need for waiver of these sections, therefore, your
request is dismissed as unnecessary. Secondly, we have reviewed your
request for waiver of Section 73.24(j) of the Rules, a rule which requires
in pertinent part that the nighttime interference-free contour of a
proposed facility encompass the entire principal community to be served.
Based upon your engineering exhibits, the KHTX proposed nighttime
interference-free contour (22 mV/m) would provide no coverage (0 percent)
to TruckE"e, California. In fact, your 22 mV/m contour, at its closest point
to Truckee, would fall a distance of 4 kilometers from the community.

,We have consistently viewed service to less than 80 percent of a community
as being inadequate. Broadcast Station Ass~nment Standards, 39 FCC 2d 645,
670 (1913). Only a compelling showing of special circumstances can justify

. sue h d e fi c i e n teo v era g e. 8 e nee, K.H TX has not bee n s how n t:o be son 0 n
traditional (see Au Cities Communications Corp.,83 FCC 2d 210 (1980»
or serving so rapidly growing (see Garrett Broadcastina Service, 56 FCC 2d
372 (1975» a city as to be beyond the fair and reasonable application of
our requirements. Nor are the factors warranting waivers for minority
applicants applicable here. See D & E BroadclStina CO"Inc"granted, Public
liQ..t.k~, Report No. 17661, Mimeo No. 34988 (Mass Media Bureau, released



December Group

August 19, 1980). FiIlally, there are no equitable considerations to guide
us, as was the case 2l:mAIl_lu ltim!trou2h, 85 FCC 2d 594 (1981), where an
applicant encounter,ed coverage difficulties only after constructing its
facilities in reliance upon Commission information.

It ia your position in seeking waiver of Section 73.24(j) that DO site
offering coverage more comprehensive than that produced from your proposed
site is available. However, you fail to introduce any documentation to
support this content ion. Add it iona 11y. you do not attempt to substantiate
in any way the benefits to be derived from a fac Hity that would produce
absolutely no nighttime coverage of its licensed community as opposed to .'
the resu Itant inefHc ient use of the spec trum spac e iIlvolved. Therefore,
your request for waiver is denied and your application for site cbange
(BMP-850l30AD) is dismissed as being patently defective pursuant to Section
73.3566 of the Commission's Rules. 1

.-..-'

Additionally, your Special Temporary Authority will be subject to one final
ninety (90) day extension, upon request, at such time as the presently
effective term has expired. Your best interests would be served during this
pe r iod if you wou ld exp lore other opt ions whic h may lead to filing of an
acceptable application to bring KHTX into conformity with tbe Commission's
Rules. These options may involve either an application for a major or a
minor change of facilities. Any applications you file will be expedited
by my staff.

ely, Q
Ii', a.eL'''.

Yf\.4 '.'~--C
fry y. Eads, Chief

AUdiopervices Division
Hass Hedia Bure8U

cc:
Farrand, Maiti. Cooper & Metzler
Hatfield & Dawson

1 By separate application (BP-830502AQ). KHTX has presently on file
a proposal to change frequency from 1400 kHz to 1180 kHz and increase
daytime power. We note that the geographic coordinates specified in that
application ,are the same as those describing the site that vas not available
for the execut ion of Permit BP-83l020AA.

- 2 -
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1983 Records of Nevada County Planning Department



r. ,rrv OF NI·:vrllIA - ;:'1'.\'1'1-: OF CAr. r FDI\H I A
PLANNWG M;~:Nl:Y /I'I.t\N'WIG [)!WARnmNT

LAND us~: .AI·PJ.ICA'rI01!

Applicant'i should check ( ) the appropriate application that is subject to the
submittal.

H.F..~l. Building, 10433 Willow Valley 1(.:Ja,1
Nevada Cay, CA 95959

Phone: (916) 265-1440

General Plan Amendment: From~ __ To. _

Zone Change: From~ __ To, _

Area Variance. _

'Min18terial Site Plan. __

Tentative Hap: PM. _

Site Plan J

Use Permit.__X _

FM. _ TM ONL"l, _

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Address of Applicant

Full Name of Applicant ",""C..:.i.:.ty~N~e~w:t-s....S::.::e<l.r.:,.v.l'ic=.:!e~o..:.f Telephone 916/546-5936
Los Angeles. Inc.
PSI if';' ? pili CA ro. 6<»< '2:las=Cateld &, w¥'....... 'S110~

Full Name of Property <hmer(s) .;:C;;;a..;.l.;..ff;.;o;;r..;.n:..;i.=a-=.St.;;a;;t:.;:e:...=L.=,a:.:.nd;;s:.- _

Telephone: 916/322-7821 (Ed Chatfield)

Address of Property Owncr(s) 1807 - 13th Street. Sacramento, CA 95814

Contact Person Terry L. ,Castle Telephonc916/583-3417---------
Address of Contact Person P.O. Box 879. Tahoe City. CA 95730

"Assessor's Parcel ~urnber(s) _1_6_-_12_0_-_1_7 ~Acreage 15_2 _

Acreage covered by this application __4_.0_5_, _

Parcel Address or General Location Ptn. H.E. 1/4 Sec 36, T18H. R16E
-cJ.ff Prosser Dam Road

Describe the project proposed' by this application

Install a radio tower for KTRT Radio Station. There will be no grading except

for a lQ'xlQ' transmitter byilding. No water or sewer reqyired. Existing roads

wi 11 be used.

I hereby acknolJledge that I have read thls application Olnd st:lte t.hat the information
given is correct. I agree to comply with all County ordinances and State laws

•. -regulating property development.

Signature of applicant:r:~~#~ Date ~~e3
Signature of owner*: Date _

Signature of contact person: Date _

••lay be lJaived if letter of authori;:ation is filed.
XXL~XXXXXXX~XXXXXX~~X;~~XX~~XX~XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXL~XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXYJ{XXXX

FOR OrFICE USE O~LY:

Application No. tJ83~""'(i513'b!J Zoning District Milp No. WI.:¥,
Date Filed:8 -/8 -<53 Recdpt No. and Da~;:o,..LAB2c;..:l-.'.9_302- _
Present Z0I1Lng:..eli5 GP Classification ",~;;...:a1l!U.d1:d:A_.-. __

Received Jly: 0,,( SupervisorIal Dlstrlct:__-:;;~ _



Date~ _

LIC NOTICE INFORNATlON SHEET-_.._.__ .._--_.. -.. _._-
~_au~~ _

Applicant/Project Title QQflgltlQlJgLJ.!~§ E'e.!J!lLtQ_U1:tt_l:!~~~S!r:vi£LQiLos Ange las. Inc.

File Number --lU~S~3-=.,35 & EIS83-§Q. _

Assessor's Parcel No. 16-120-J7-'- _ Tal< Area Code 7....7.::;-...0...0.:z4__

(1) Will the approval of this project, because of i.ts size or location, have the
potential to impact rcsources/ri~hts-of-waY8in the vicinity of the project,
that could possibly constitute a substantial/significant deprivation of
property rights of surrounding and adjacent landowners?

YES_--O.X__ NO --'-__

If yes, what method will be used to adequately and reasonably
notice affected property owners? _

Propart~en-Uth1n__.x>o..!.Jrl. subJect pcol1e rty

(2) Will the approval of this project, because of its size and location, have the
potential to impact resources/rights-of-ways in the vicinity of the project,
that could possibly constitute a substantialJsignifi~ant deprivation of property
rights of landowners located within an area(s) other chan those surrounding
and adjacent to the subject site?

YES__X:.:.- _ NO

If yes, what method will be used to adequately apd reasonably
notice affected property owners?

(3) Additional Comments:

--------------- --- ------ - ---

-------------- ---- --- -- ---

--------------------- - ----

Reviewed by' -~~A.~~---- Title Date

Prepared~~__~ Title~U-I~1bMm.iM Date 8-"u-SJ
Due Date _

Mailed to Agencies, Applicant & Engineer on _

Mail to Newspaper_ By _

To be publ1shed _

Mail to Property Owner.s by _

PUBLIC HEARING D~gS:

ARC

P.C.

BZA

BOARD

\
1-



.. .. ..... ,-,'

:'.eEL NO •

P.c. _

BZA
BOARD _

ARC

OWh~R'S N~fE AND MAILING ADDRESS

. 16-120-17

16-120-06

•16-120-07

7?f,d "
4.

II

16-120:--~14~.~. It

16-1,20-16 It II
~Il MJ A / j./ t . n 1 9¢e"~t,

_1_6-_1_20_-_25__~KK. of f-(t; 1L UI't~, ')')4f; !'\IKfl5W d&~J db~/1~zc ell

16-;1~-OI Ii?!! -TJiP
16-120-02

16-120-03 f,

16-120-04
"

II

II

"

",,(. J9

t':;'_~11,J"-'~~~3--------------------------------------~-
~v---:. II "
" liM N¥
16-120-12

48-080-22

48-080-23

~"~-/~

I' ~'.8 f~

'C-I. /.lei/is. ~U' '5c'If"l!fJ ,6rCHJ) 1.31 Si' tjt_~b, S'k /4+19; LA ~"t7'

d+!f? - 1(, -!£~.fl -1/

"6(); -c'1
~ I' -6. fr

t;~'J. -07
/(, ,oil,F"if

J

"
II

..
l'B.El'AREIl By:- --

DATE:, -



...

August 4, 1983
"

On behalf of City News Service, Inc., we authorize Terry Castle
to act as our agent with regards to the proposal to Nevada
County'regarding the new site for KTRT A.M.1s tower for Truckee.

~ .~
~--__--.l

TQ:nr

•
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" .. ~" :- "-.
1*•.0. Bo r. 1-'('0 .
21' MaLD Strut. N~"odQ Oty. ColilonWl

9r,~5~ ,

ifIS1'OR1ChI. ,llld t\1lC:IlI~OLN:rC:J\L Cflr:CKI.IST

Raymond Vail &Associates
P.O. Box 879-- -
Tahoe City, CA 95730

916/583-3417

Address

Telephone

APrLl("ANT: l'1l!·1SC conlph'l \~ the follow! hq series ot questions.
Please ('Of:sidl;!l" Olnythin'] in t'y.istencc priot to ·the year 1920.
If you .'UI~\Iler .1ny l teo,,! YES pL(;>.)"l(.· provide us wi th the following
ill tOJT.\a t ion: .....h.lt Lhl: itt:'m i:;, a descripti.on, its' location and a
short P;tOl !.n:\I('1\ t d S til i tti' hilS t.oq...

H·~me of p('r~{)n to cOntacl
tor ~or~ i"rorm~ti~n

YE::; Nt.l

a" {j7'

a lJJ

a C!I
Cl 11l
C7 tI

''"--"'' a l1J
II'

a {:II
a l!l
a CD

a [JI'

G C!I

a C!I

0 CI
0 a
D a

. :rur: PRorr.H't'.,. ('ONTJ\INS:

l. A :ltruc-tul"e huilt. pr ior to 1920.

2. Si1n~ of Naliv~ American activity or culture
(i.e., cnc<1mp:ll~mts, burial sites, mortars, etc.)

3. Signs of O~i~ntal activity or cult~ce.

4. Si~nHic'::hlt nllnnants of other cultures and peoples.

',. tll.l iColll inns or emigrant movements (i.e., signs of
~mi~r~nt trail).

c.. Sj'llll'l ~.. r toll roads, stago roads and other roads
prior to 19~",

7. Si-.ns Clf pioneer graves and/()f.' cemetaries.

8. R~mnants or ~tg"~ of railroad activity.

9. Siqns or eOlrly day water storage and convcyanc~,

i.e., flumes, canals, ditches, reservoirs, etc.

) I). Hining aet.ivity is known to haVE! occurred on the
pro",~rty.

11. Si':lns or n'mn"nts of muung activity (Le." equipment,
.h41ft., IlIills. fram.es, etc.).

I:!. Sil,lns of early lumbr!Z'inq activity (1'.e., millS,
transpurtation systenis, trestles, etc.).

13. Siqns of uther early in~ustrial activity.

14. '1'he property c:ontain~ a townsit.e or a portion therel)!.

J 5. Other it~llfs, !lLtes, structures, or remnants of
historical or arc:heologic",l inlport"nce.

'7~~
J ,leclare und~r pcm.llly of prrjury that the above is true and 'correct.

Exrcu\;c:<1 on _~P2~iJ2' 197 , atL~~, CalHorni<1.
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ENVIRom-rENTAL P.-fPACI' ANALYSIS FORM

~ssessor's Parcel No. 16-120-17 A~pl1cant City News Servjces Phone No 916/546-5939

Contact Person Terry Castle Phone No 916/583-3417

The answers to the followinp, questions comprise the applicant's analysis of the
environmental impacts expected from the proposed project. This form will be coupled
with the Project Information Form to be the applicant's initial environmental
questionnaire. Upon revie~' of the project by the Advisory Review Committee, further
environmental information and analysis could be required from the applicant. This
could take the form of additional technical, engineering or other information and/or
the need to comDlete the Expanded Enviro~~ental IMpact Analysis Form. Projects that
are anticipated to have complicated environmental issues may be filed with the
E!panded Enviro~ental Impact Analysis Form.

IKSTRUCTIarts:

'-../ 1. Answer all questions "yes" or "no".

2. All "yes" and "no" ansvers r:tU'3t be discussed to explain the simple response.
Such discussion should incorporate factual, technical andlor engineering
information when necessary to support the response.

3. Both the question and expanded answers must be supplied on accompanying sheets
supplied by the applicant.

, . 'ENVIRONMENTAL SmT~G

1. Describe the project &ite as it exists hefore the project, includinR
information on topop,raphy, soil stability, plants- and animals, and any
cultural, historical or scenic aspects. Describe any existin~ structures on
the slte"aftd the use of the structures. Attach photor.raphs of the site.
Snapshots or polaroid photos will be accepted.

2. Descrthethe surroundinn properties. includin~ information on plants and
animals and any cultur;tl, historical or ucentc aspects. Indicate the type of
lai:d u..:;c (residential, comMt'rclal, etc.), intensity of land 'use (one-faMily.
4pnrtment hO,l~~P.S, shons, depcn:"t~ent stores, ~tc.) :lnn scale of neveloprr.ent
(height, fronta~et set-back, rear yard, etc.). Attach photop,rnphs of the
vicini ty. ~napshots 1.:'" polaroid photos will be aCc~t.ted.
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X 3.

. 4.

Change in exlstin~ features of any bays,
tidelands, beaches, lakes or hills, or
aubstantial alteration of ground contours •

Change in scenic views or vistas from existing
residential,areas or public lands or roads.
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X

X

.5.

6.

7.

8.

Change in pattern, scale or character·of general area of
project.

Significant amounts of solid waste or litter.

Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or odors in vicinity.

Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or ground water quality
or quantity, or alteration of existing drainage patterns.

X 9. Substantial change in existing noise or vibration levels in,
the vicinity.

X 10. . Site on filled land or on slope of 10 percent or more.

X 11. Use of disposal of potentially hazardous materials, such as
toxic substances, flammables or explosives.

X 12. Substantial change in demand for municipal services
(roads, police, fire, water, sewage, etc.)

"-"'-
X 13. Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption

(electricity, oil, natural gas, etc.)

X· 14. Relationship to a larger project or series of projects~

CERTIFICATION:

.",

1-7-R

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits
present the data and information required for this initial evaluation to the best of
.y ability, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true
.nd correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Date ~} 2dit:::/~rc:t-;:?-

For Clz7: AI~.2 $~iCC-~

J.. ~7 /I~?Ne-> ...z-4C-,.
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